Meeting Minutes

Kootenai Valley Resource Initiative

May 11th, 2009 – 7:05 p.m., Boundary County Extension Office

Bonners Ferry, Idaho

Committee Members in Attendance:

Dave Anderson, City of Bonners Ferry, KVRI Co-Chair
Dan Dinning, Boundary County Commissioner, KVRI Co-Chair

Bob Blanford, Business/Industry

Jim Cadnum, (alt.) Landowner/Industrial
Dave Wattenbarger, Soil Conservation District/Landowner

Ed Atkins, Jr., Corporate Agriculture

Linda McFaddan, (alt.) U.S. Forest Service – Idaho Panhandle National Forest

Tony McDermott, Idaho Fish & Game Commission

Sandy Ashworth, Social/Cultural/Historical

Justin Petty, Conservationist/Environmentalist
Patty Perry, KVRI Facilitator, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
Kristin James, KVRI Recording Secretary, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
Agency/Others in Attendance:

Dennis Johnson, Pheasants Forever

Kevin Greenleaf, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Sarah Canepa, the Vital Ground Foundation

Chip Corsi, KVRI Alternate, Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Wayne Wakkinen, Idaho Department of Fish & Game

Greg Hoffman, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Matt Roetter, Interested Party

Karen Roetter, Senator Mike Crapo

Ina Pluid , KVRI Alternate, Idaho Women in Timber

Jennifer Jensen, University of Idaho Extension, Agriculture

Rich Torquemada, U.S. Fish & Wildlife

Norm Merz, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Scott Soults, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
Opening:

Dan Dinning started by welcoming everyone to the meeting; introductions followed.

Dan asked for minutes from April 20th meeting be approved if there were no corrections or additions; minutes were approved by consensus.  
Presentations:

Forest Legacy Proposal
Sarah Canepa, Vital Ground Foundation, is based out of Troy, Montana.  She briefed the group on North Idaho’s Timber Community Forest Legacy Project.  They will be submitting an application for fiscal year 2011.  The Forest Legacy Program was established to identify private forest lands that are threatened by conversion to non forest uses and to promote forest land protection so it can continue to be used for timber resources and other benefits such as wildlife habitat, water quality, etc.  

This project is being co-sponsored by Vital Ground and the Nature Conservancy of Idaho.  They are working with the Xmas Hills Limited Partnership.  The Partnership is owned by Al and Caroline Farnsworth residents of Boundary County.  The project proposal includes properties in three North Idaho Counties: Boundary, Bonner and Benewah.  The remaining information which was presented is available on the Kootenai Tribe’s website, www.kootenai.org.

If the Forest Legacy Project Proposal is successful, the Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) would hold the conservation easements on the properties and conduct monitoring.  The projects goals are to continue allowing timber harvest and recreational activities at the discretion of the landowners.  The permission for hunting and fishing would be determined by the landowner into the future.  

Sarah added the reason behind her presentation to the group was to ask KVRI for a letter of support to accompany the application.

Q & A:
When IDL holds the title & follow up monitoring, how do they get the funding?  

Sarah could not provide specifics of stewardship funding at the time but has since provided more detailed information.  The stewardship funding is donated to the IDL to use for monitoring purposes and legal defense of the easement if that is needed.  Please see an informational sheet posted on the KVRI website (I have attached this document).

Funding varies from project to project.  In the past funding has come from donations from the landowner from portions they’ve received from funding that goes for the forest legacy, and also IDL has pulled from different funds within their budget or have been assisted by other non profit organizations for the stewardship.  

What sort of recreation will be allowed?  Will it be primarily hunting and fishing or will it allow for motorized recreation as well?  

There currently is a lease in the St. Maries valley for motorized recreation area and there was talk about replicating that in Paradise Valley.  At this time the landowners are not looking at doing that.  Currently they are not looking for an easement that would accommodate motorized recreation.  

The concern at the time was not only with the neighbors but also that it encroached into the Grizzly Bear habitat.  Sarah stated the landowner was aware of the topic in the past and at this time they are not looking to pursue an easement allowing for motorized recreation.  The hope is with the lands being adjacent to Lon Merrifield’s property they will have an area that is being managed for timber continually into the future but will also be protected for grizzly bear and other wildlife benefits.

Its 4,115 acres that may be included in the project.  The Ruby Creek property is 200 acres and Moyie River is 164 acres; do you have the acreages of the other areas?  

Paradise Valley is a total of 1,136 acres.  In Boundary County there will be about 1,500 acres entered into the project.  In Bonner County there will be approximately 1,170 acres and in Benewah County there will be about 1,400 acres.  Some of the acreages may change in the final draft of the easement as the landowner decides if some of the areas are best excluded from the conservation easement.

On the Xmas Hills Property it is for motorized vehicles currently, what would be the purpose or what is hoped to be gained by putting it into the program?  

This property was requested by the landowner to be included into the project to be maintained for timber management and to limit development on the property into the future.  Because there is currently a pre-existing 25 year motorized lease the conservation easement will not be affected.  The Vital Ground Foundation is focused on Grizzly Bears.  In St. Maries the property is not a grizzly bear property so it’s not necessarily a direct benefit to bears but it does provide wintering range and does provide wildlife benefits.  It was the wishes of the landowner to protect the value of the forest lands by include the property into the project.

Patty questioned whether it would make sense & are there enough benefits that fit the Forest Legacy Program to pay a landowner to include the piece of property under this program knowing the current use. From the conservation side it sounds like Idaho Fish & Game (IDFG) has told Vital Ground there is enough habitat to be gained for some value.  Sarah stated it’s her understanding that the elk will use the flat lands for foraging in the winter and using the draws for shelter in times of severe winter.

IDL will be the holder of the easement and will be required to carry out certain tasks.  Is there a plan in place so that an unnecessary burden is not being put on the IDL budget by taking these easements?  Their current budget profits go towards education.  For IDL, state lands would cost them something to manage the easements.  Is there a direct plan in place so the budget is not harmed?  
Sarah stated when the conservation easements are put into place there 
is a plan for where the stewardship funding is going to come from at a 
cost the land owner can afford.  Often times the stewardship funds are 
covered by the landowner from the funds they receive directly from 
Forest Legacy.  She did not have a specific answer for where the money 
was going to come from for this specific project but she will contact Ed 
Warner, IDL Administrator for the Forest Legacy program, who could give 
a more specific answer on where the funds will come from and how the 
easements will be monitored.  She will email the information to Patty 
Perry. (See attached information)

Is there a way the conservation easement could be written so the proceeds from the timber sales on the property pay for the monitoring that IDL would do?  

Sarah thought it could be but it would have to be handled with care because it is private land being managed for timber values and into the future.  A one time stewardship endowment monitoring fund is put in place.  This landowner and subsequent landowners that may own these properties don’t have the burden of obligating a certain portion of the timber management funds to the stewardship.  Wayne thought it could be written in the easement if there was cooperation with the landowner up front.

It was suggested that, since the KVRI group has maintained interest in looking at the Boundary County area, to comment in support of those properties within the proposal that are within the groups prevue rather than the properties in Bonner and Benewah County?  

Sarah thought that would be totally appropriate.  Dan offered that he felt the same way as he faces the same dilemma and did not want to step over jurisdictional lines. The application will be submitted at the end of May.

Does the revenue from the timber harvest go back to the landowner?  

The landowner retains all rights for timber harvesting.  It is their land and they retain rights to sell and control access to the properties.

What is the state’s function other than making sure the BMP’s are met?  

The landowner manages according to their landowner forest stewardship in place.  He will continue to manage the land according to the stewardship.  The state does not take an active role in determining how the property will be managed for timber.  The state is looking, in terms of monitoring, to see that the terms set up in the easement for development and allowable rights are met.  They visit the property once a year and ensure the properties are being monitored and maintained in a manner compatible to the easement but are not controlling timber harvesting or the manner at which the landowner is choosing to do timber harvest or allow recreational activities.  The goal of the Forest Legacy program are to keep private forest as working forest into the future and protect the other natural resources associated with that.  It’s a balance between providing public benefit but does not want to restrict the private landowner on what they can do on their lands.

What is the role of Vital Ground and the Nature Conservancy?  

They are sponsoring the project.  The two organizations are assisting the landowner in preparing the application.  The process for the program is a nationally competitive process so they are helping the landowner prepare an application to receive funding that is allocated through the federal budget.  They are helping to get support for the landowners from the local communities and providing technical support.  The non-profit organizations are not holding the easement so they are strictly there for support.

Are you compensated for the time you (Sarah) put into the project?  

She stated she is paid by Vital Ground through their funds but is not paid through Forest Legacy.  It’s similar with the Clifty View project.  In that project they agreed to enter into the monitoring with IDL.  That has not been decided on this land yet.

Dan stated the Boundary County Commissioners generally do not stand in the way of these types of projects.  Sarah stated she hoped that once she got a feel for how KVRI felt about the project she could approach individual entities within the group and asking if they would also like to provide a letter of support as well.

A letter of support needed to be decided upon at this meeting.  Patty stated she would word the letter so it specifically lists the Boundary County properties, which the group is familiar with and would be aware of, and that the group would support conservation and forest resources into the future without development.  This is similar to the farm land protection program.

A motion was made to submit a letter of support.  The board approved a letter of support by consensus.

Supplemental DEIS Grizzly Bear

Linda McFaddan, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), presented information to the group on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Implementation Strategy (EIS) for Access Management.  The Draft EIS was scheduled to be published in the federal register on May 8th, marking the beginning of the 45 day comment period.  She talked on points such as why are we here, what is it, why are we doing this, and the implications associated with that.  Her power point presentation will be available on the Kootenai Tribe’s website, www.kootenai.org.  

Q & A:
What are the 33/26/55 Standards?  

Linda stated it means no more than 33% of an in individual bear management unit (BMU) has an open motorized route density greater than 2 miles per square mile, no more than 26% of an individual BMU has a total motorized route density greater than 1 mile per square mile, and at least 55% of an individual BMU is in core habitat.

The previous analysis for alternative A, B, and C have been incorporated by reference in the 2009 draft.  Linda further explained what each alternative did.  A – no action grizzly bear access management as of 11/30/1998 before interim rule set; B – proposed action incorporating the interim rule set; and C – habit security standards applied evenly across the BMU’s.  In alternative D and E, USFS developed standards site specific to each of the BMU’s based on the recommendation from the Interagency Grizzly Bear Subcommittee (IGBC).  

Linda referenced an article which was in the Spokesman Review.  The article focused mainly on the alternative D, the alternative that would provide the most habitat security parameters within each of the BMU’s.  Alternative E is a better balanced approach providing for bear security but still allowing for multiple use in each of the BMU’s as best there can.  Alternative E is the preferred alternative at this point.

Is there much difference between alternatives D and E?  

Yes, there is quite a bit of difference.

Is there much difference between the updated alternative and the old E?  

No, the information has been updated to reflect the current conditions.  The USFS has been working on attaining the standards since the early 1990’s but certainly since the first EIS was written and ROD was signed.  USFS has continued to work on restricting access to meet standards and the analysis reflects that.  A few of the standards have changed but not all of them.  Linda didn’t feel that the changes that were made were huge changes.

Are any of the 6 BMU’s that had adjustments to proposed access standards located in Boundary County?  

Linda did not have that answer readily available; however, it was thought most of the BMU’s were located on the Kootenai National Forest. Wayne later answered this question stating there were 2 or 3 of the BMU’s located in Boundary County.  Blue Grass would go from 30 miles per square mile would be the standard making a change of 71%.  There was some confusion because the table said 1% and the text said 3%.  Myrtle would be 1% for a 4% incline.

Dan expressed his concern for Myrtle because the community wanted to actively manage that area.

Alternative E updated modifies the timeline for implementation.  What is the current timeline for implementation?  

There wasn’t any information available at that time.

Will there need to be additional gates?  

Potentially there will need to be additional gates or barriers to meet standards but this document is a programmatic document and the only decision that is being made is the amendment to the Forest Plan to adopt the standards.  How USFS arrives at a decision for where gates, if needed, will be placed, will be on a site specific case-by-case base analysis.

You don’t know where the gates will be placed?  

No, USFS does not know which roads or which gates.

If there is private land behind the gates will it still be accessible?  

Yes. Many of the roads that future decisions would be made on already have some type of restriction in place.  Under alternative D, the most restrictive, probably every road under forest service jurisdiction would need to be closed in order to meet the higher standard (17/14/72).  Under those circumstances it would be easy to tell which roads would be closed, but that’s not the case in alternative E.

Does USFS know how many road closures and trail miles?  

Is there any differentiation between the two?  Wayne Wakkinen stated under alternative D there is 57 miles of motorized trail that is changed to non motorized trail.  In alternative E there is 30 miles changed from motorized or non motorized trail. Refer to Table 31 and 33 in the EIS.
Is the core the same in all the BMU’s?  

No, the core is not the same.  Individual BMU standards were developed based on the inherent capability of individual BMU’s to achieve or maintain the maximum level of core habitat and the lowest OMRD and TMRD.  The individual standards took into consideration:
· Non-federal land in the BMU
· Public, county and private roads
· Need for “through” roads
· Historically and culturally popular recreation destinations

Can you define core?  

It’s essentially an area with no open roads or very minimal.  

How are open and total road densities calculated?  

Wayne stated it’s a moving window analysis with a radius of 1 square mile.  

How many total BMU’s are in Boundary County?  

It’s difficult to answer that question.  Wayne thought there were 5 that are totally contained within Boundary County (Blue-Grass, Long-Smith, Ball-Trout, Myrtle, and Boulder).  There are 7 others that are partially within Boundary County, either shared with Bonner County, Washington, or Montana (Sullivan-Hughes, Kalispel-Granite, State Lands, NW Peaks, Keno, Grouse, and Callahan)

Patty wanted to clarify the questions for Linda to get back to the group on were the difference between the graphs and the narrative on pages 21 and 24 of the document that is specific to the Myrtle BMU.  The second question was the difference between how many trail miles and how many road miles would be closed.  A road closure affects many more people than a trail closure.

Linda restated the comment period for the draft EIS started on May 8th and will end on June 22nd.  If anyone would like copies of the draft EIS they are available on two separate websites which will be sent out to the board.  

Do you know if the draft will have any impact on the lawsuit in the Upper Yaak?  

Linda felt the lawsuit was in favor of USFS.  Judge Maloy ruled that the Wakkinen and Kasworm study was the best available science.  It answered a lot of questions that needed to be addressed in the supplemental EIS.  Bob Blanford stated he received notice there was an injunction in one of their timber sales in that area and he wondered if this draft will address any of those issues.  Linda did not know.

Is habitat considered at all or is it just road mileage?  

It’s basically just road mileage as far as USFS analysis is concerned.  

Wayne stated the news article in the Spokesman focused on the worst case scenario (Alternative D), but one item they glossed over completely was that under Alternative E there would be a net increase in miles over the 2006 existing condition. 

Linda stated that there have been several studies that prove restricting access to roads on National Forest Service Lands do not deal with the mortality issues grizzly bears face.  Most of the mortalities take place on private lands, in Canada, or they’ve occurred within wilderness areas within huge blocks of forest that are far away from each other.

Is the revision based totally on road density as far as bear protection because of the mortality?  

Yes, this document deals with how protection or security can be provided for bears through restriction of access for each of the BMU’s.  USFS also recognizes there are others ways to get at the issue such as education, working with private land owners, and sanitation issues.

70% of the bear deaths are related or occur around roads.  That implies that the public are going out looking for the bears which isn’t the case.  Dan added that it’s very important that the community understands that this is an order from the court to re-evaluate everything and may, in some cases lessen the restrictions on the roads.

Chip added from the education side, there are not as many bear deaths now compared to 10 years ago.  All available science show the bears are moving towards recovery.

Is there interest to delist the bears in the Cabinet Yaak?  

Wayne heard USFWS would be moving ahead with delisting the northern continental divide ecosystem and then decide at a later time what to do with the Cabinet Yaak and Selkirk populations.  There was the possibility of leaving them as they are or changing the systems so they can not be listed together.

The idea was brought up for an article to be submitted to local newspapers, mainly the Spokesman Review, explaining what alternative E is about.  The article could be submitted as a guest opinion, a letter to the editor, or even a paid ad.

Patty summarized the draft is open for a 45 day comment period closing on June 22nd.  She then asked what type of comments the USFS is looking for.  Linda stated the document asked for comments to be clear, concise and relevant to the analysis including specific merits of alternatives discussed and adequacy of the analysis the disclosure effects.  The comments should be sent to Ranotta McNair, USFS Supervisor.

Patty’s thoughts were that the Grizzly Bear Subcommittee could meet again and possibly put together bullet points based on the science available that could be provided to any members who wish to send comments in.

After some discussion, it was decided that comments should be submitted based on science, the reasons for mortality, what’s been done to prevent mortality and the progress that has been made rather than comments based on what is socially acceptable.  The focus needs to be on the positive steps that have been made with science to back them up.  Rich Torquemada added that the action is access management which is being addressed.  The preferred alternative meets the goals of the continuing to make progress in grizzly bear recovery while allowing management flexibility.  Patty asked if Rich could help the grizzly bear subcommittee to help think through what is really happening with the access.  Rich made it clear he was committed to getting a representative, Bryon Holt, to participate in the upcoming Grizzly Bear Subcommittee meeting in the event Rich is unable to make it.
Kootenai Habitat Project Update

Patty briefed the group for Sue Ireland, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, because she was in D.C. briefing others on the same project.  A handout explaining the overview of The Kootenai River Habitat Restoration Project was passed out.  The Kootenai Tribe has been working on this project for sometime now.  They are coming out with a Master Plan at the end of June.  The Master Plan is a framework not an implementation plan.  
The Kootenai Tribe is looking to develop and implement innovative approaches to guardianship of the land that are holistic based at the watershed scale, based on defensible science, inclusive of social and economic considerations, collaborative, supported by the local community, and that incorporate adaptive management principles.

This specific project focuses on sturgeon recovery and other species but it will address, to some degree, some of the litigation around the lawsuit that was going on over the biological opinion over the sturgeon recovery.  Instead of looking at one habitat attribute extensively they will be looking at several attributes.
In the document it will break down types of projects that may take place in each section of the river.  It will also have a cost analysis that will go along with each project and will also provide an opportunity for a suite of projects.  

Rich added that Greg Hoffman and Jason Flory will be reviewing the technical aspects and will be providing comments back to the Kootenai Tribe.  He heard the second draft is a great deal better than the first.  

Once the document is released, Sue Ireland will come speak with the group more in depth.

Have the citizen’s groups been reconvened?  The group has not been reconvened because the document isn’t out.  Patty wondered if the project could be presented at the June or July meeting and encourage the group to come and possibly start the meeting an hour earlier.  She also offered to speak to any group that would like to listen.

Upcoming Meetings of Interest:
Annual Libby Dam Meeting will be held on Wednesday, May 13th at 7:00 p.m. (MST) at the Ponderosa Room in the City Hall.

Selkirk Cabinet Yaak Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee Meeting will be held on Wednesday, May 27th at Kootenai River Inn.
Other Updates:

Boundary – Smith Creek Management Group

Dave Wattenbarger stated there will be a meeting held on May 19th at Chic-n-Chop Restaurant at 5:00 p.m.  A presentation will be given on the study to re-route Smith Creek.
TMDL Committee

The next meeting will be held Friday, May 15th at 8:00 a.m. at the Kootenai Tribal Headquarters.  The group will be discussing monitoring.  They will look at sites for this year, discuss the integration report, and will hopefully hear results from last years monitoring.
Old Business:

Merle Olson Project:
Jim Cadnum explained to the KVRI group that when the discussion came up concerning the project for Merle Olson’s farm at the last meeting, he didn’t feel he could voice his opinion without consulting with Kennon McClintock since he is an alternate.  After consulting with Kennon they both agreed they have concerns in supporting the project. They felt government funding for the project is inappropriate.  Kennon wanted to point out the difference between the ways a timberland owner and an agricultural land owner is treated when an operation on his or her property causes pollution of a stream.  The forestland owner is forced to correct the problem at his or her expense under the Idaho Forest Practices Act and that landowner might be fined.  As in Mr. Olson's case, the farmer is not fined and a portion of the cost correcting the situation is covered by our tax dollars.  This inequality in treating these two types of landowners is legal under current laws but it is not ethical.  Kennon and Jim would simply prefer to not have KVRI support such a questionable program.  

Patty explained the process of consensus and encouraged stated that Jim should have voiced his concerns about the project at the time the group was asked to agree on sending a letter of support.  Because the group had agreed upon the sending the letter, Patty got the appropriate signatures and has sent it out. 

In the bylaws it states:

“Consensus should be thought of as a package agreement – often a package of compromises – that each party can live with.  Reaching consensus is part of a collaborative process where decision makers are no longer advocates of one rigid position, but are cooperative negotiators.  The focus is on soling a mutual problem…

Consensus opens an important third option: Can you live with it? This choice allows a party to essentially say, “I don’t like it, but I won’t stand in the way of an agreement”.  The objective is to keep trying until everyone is at least to the “I can live with it” stage.”

Patty asked that in the future if there are any issues with a project, or signing a letter of support, that board members voice their concerns and, if need be, the item may be tabled for further discussion.
New Business:

The Nature Conservancy:

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) will be applying for a Farm and Ranchland Protection Program (FRPP) grant through NRCS, to help pay for a conservation easement on property in Boundary County owned by Lynn Jantz.  The project parcel consists of 1000 acres of agricultural farmland, located directly east of the river from the Boundary/Smith Creek WMA managed by IDFG.  The property lies within a recognized wildlife corridor between the Selkirk and Purcell Mountains, and therefore plays an important ecological role.  We hope that through applying for the FRPP grant we will be able to secure funding for 50% of the easement value, the remaining project funds will be generated by TNC.   By placing an FRPP easement on the property we will ensure that these lands stay undeveloped and in agricultural production in perpetuity.
Also, Justin apologized for his absence from the last meeting.  He was in Nepal hiking through the Himalaya Mountains.  It was an amazing adventure and one that he was most fortunate to have had the opportunity to go.  

Fair Booth:

The board members thought the group should have another fair booth at the Boundary County fair.  Kristin asked for volunteers.  Justin Petty offered to help set up information/decorations once the time arrived.
Next Meeting:

The next meeting will be held on June 15th, 2009 at the Boundary County Extension Office.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m.

